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it between areas. Then there will be an-
other hue and cry: Who did that to us? 

Just like the answer of this adminis-
tration today—that it is gouging. They 
may find some gouging. But that is not 
going to fix this energy problem. 

We are going to have brownouts be-
cause we have not been producing 
enough electricity. We are scared to 
death to produce it anyway, other than 
through natural gas, which is the 
cleanest fuel around. Yet it is a carbon 
dioxide producer and is a small portion 
of the problem that we have in the am-
bient air and the so-called greenhouse 
effect. 

While we hide under the desk and 
don’t want to even discuss nuclear 
power—which currently supplies 21 per-
cent—it has literally zero greenhouse 
gases. Eighty-four percent of France’s 
electricity is nuclear. Their ambient 
air is as clean as a whistle. They are 
not frightened one bit to have interim 
storage of nuclear waste. 

Here sits the greatest industrial Na-
tion on Earth in a total logjam over 
the issue of moving forward with just a 
little bit of the nuclear energy and say-
ing let’s temporarily store it, while Eu-
rope is doing it without any difficulty 
and no fear. 

Where are we going to get the elec-
tricity in the future? 

The problem with greenhouse gases is 
so severe, according to some, that we 
aren’t going to be able to build any 
coal-burning plants until we clean it up 
more. Are we going to do every single 
one in the future with natural gas? 
Then the citizens are going to wake up 
and say: What did you do to natural 
gas prices? Our bill went up in our 
homes, and now we are coming to Con-
gress and asking them to do something 
about it. 

If you decide to produce all the elec-
tricity needs in the future with natural 
gas, you are going to put a huge de-
mand on American natural gas. Who 
knows where the price will go? Yet we 
have literally an abundance of natural 
gas in the offshore regions of America. 
We are frightened to death to drill any 
more wells. Those who do not want to 
change that one bit because they are 
scared of environmental things have 
won their way, and we are not open to 
the production of natural gas as much 
as we should. 

I close today by saying I believe 71⁄2 
years of doing nothing has ‘‘come home 
to roost.’’ We are just going to get 
around the corner maybe with this 
election. But I submit this great Na-
tion is in for two big problems: Where 
do we get our electric-generating power 
in the future? What do we do about nu-
clear energy? 

We ought to do much about it instead 
of falling under the table when a small 
percentage will raise their concerns. 
We ought to increase the domestic sup-
ply of oil so that the world knows we 
haven’t gone to sleep by opening as 
many areas as we can. 

HUMAN GENOMES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
isn’t it interesting. I came to the floor 
today to discuss a completely different 
subject. I want to do so briefly. It is 
very difficult to do this because, frank-
ly, there is a great story about it in the 
United States today. 

The National Institutes of Health an-
nounced that they have just about 
mapped the human genome, which 
means in the future, at a minimum, 
every known dreaded disease of man-
kind will be located in our chromosome 
system by the mapping of the human 
genome. Where scientists used to take 
25 years and devote an entire science 
department to try to locate where mul-
tiple sclerosis came from within the 
human body, in short order all of those 
dreaded diseases will be defined in ref-
erence to the genetics of the human 
body, and mutations of that will be dis-
covered as the reason for the diseases. 
What an exciting thing. 

I have not been part of the ceremony, 
but I started the genome program in 
Congress. I am very thrilled to find 
that it has resulted in what we pre-
dicted in 1996 and 1997. 

I want to tell the Senate a rather in-
teresting story of how the genome got 
into the National Institutes of Health 
and how today it is still one-third in 
the Department of Energy. 

A very good scientist who worked for 
the National Institutes of Health 
named Dr. Charles DeLisi had been 
urging the National Institutes of 
Health to get started with a genome 
program. He had described its great-
ness in terms of it being the most sig-
nificant wellness program mankind had 
ever seen—wellness. They defied his re-
quest and would not proceed. He said: I 
quit. 

He meandered over to the Depart-
ment of Energy, which had done a lot 
of research on genetics because they 
were charged with discerning the effect 
of radiation from the two atomic 
bombs that had been dropped on Japan. 
He joined their department. 

He came to see the Senator from New 
Mexico, who worked for the labora-
tories hard and long, and said: Why 
don’t we start a genome program in the 
Department of Energy since the Na-
tional Institutes will not do it? 

I am trying to recap for my future by 
writing it, and I am putting it to-
gether. 

But what actually happened was I 
proposed that the genome program 
start, and that it start in the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

Guess what happened. The National 
Institutes of Health heard about it. All 
of their reluctance disappeared because 
somebody was about to give the ge-
nome project to the Department of En-
ergy. What an easy patsy they became. 

They came to the office. Then we 
went to see Lawton Chiles, the Senator 
from Florida, who appropriated the 

science part of this budget. They said: 
Let’s do it together—a little bit for 
DOE, and a whole lot for NIH. I said: 
Whatever it takes, let’s do it. 

Within the next year—1997—we fund-
ed the first genome money without a 
Presidential request. It had come forth, 
I think, in the Labor-Health and 
Human Services bill that will be before 
us today at somewhere around $20 mil-
lion, maybe $29 million. 

We funded it for another year. Fi-
nally, the President of the United 
States funded it in his budget in the 
third year of its existence. Ever since 
then, it has been funded in a Presi-
dent’s budget and by us. It is up around 
$129 million or $130 million. I think it 
is something like that. But they pre-
dicted that within 15 years they would 
map the entire chromosome structure 
of the human being. Today, they made 
an announcement. I don’t think they 
are really totally finished. But there is 
competition afield as to how to use it, 
and the private sector group is purport-
edly moving more rapidly. 

The NIH and another group of sci-
entists announced at the White House 
to the American people and the world 
we have essentially mapped the chro-
mosome system of a human being. We 
now know the site, the location, the 
map is there, for discerning what the 
genes contain with reference to human 
behavior and human illness. 

I predict, as I did at least five times 
before committees of the Senate from 
the years 1987 to about 1994, where I ap-
peared more often than any other com-
mittee urging we fund the genome 
project, we are ready today to say the 
map is there; let’s get with it and start 
using it. We will have breakthroughs of 
enormous proportions with reference to 
humankind’s illnesses. 

I am neither scientific enough nor 
philosophical enough to know what 
else it will bring. When we do some-
thing of this nature, we bring other 
questions. There will be problems of 
abuse, of genetic mapping to decipher 
people in a society prone to cancer and 
who therefore will not be hired, uneth-
ical research using mutations in ways 
not good for humankind. 

Incidentally, we were aware of that 
problem from the beginning. Senator 
Mark Hatfield said: Let’s set aside 5 
percent—that is my recollection—of 
the funding to use for education and 
ethical purposes to try to make sure 
we are on track. I have not followed 
that well enough. I am not exactly sure 
how that is going. We still have some 
legislating to do in the area regarding 
uses in research, and legislating with 
reference to an insurance company 
taking a whole group of people and say-
ing: We are not insuring you because 
we know something about your genet-
ics. 

Those are serious problems. They are 
bigger than the problem itself. They 
could make America angry at this pro-
gram. We don’t want to do that. We 
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want the American people happy that 
we have put this into the hands of 
human beings, for wellness purposes. 
That is our desire, so that people not 
get dread diseases, or we find out how 
to cure them when they get them. Ge-
nome mapping ought to be heralded as 
something we did right. I don’t know 
where it goes. 

I close today by thanking Dr. Charles 
DeLisi for bringing this idea from the 
NIH to my office. Senator Lawton 
Chiles, now deceased, is the one to 
whom NIH ran, saying, let’s get some-
thing going. He and I worked on these 
projects well together. We got it going 
in an appropriations bill. I thank him, 
and I thank many Senators who 
worked on this, principally in the com-
mittee, whose legislation is pending. 
That is the subcommittee that did 
most of the work and helped it along, 
more than any other group in the Con-
gress. 

I am delighted to have a chance to 
speak today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
love to hear the story Senator DOMEN-
ICI tells about helping to make this 
human genome project a reality. He 
shared it with me some time ago. It is 
one of those success stories we can feel 
good about. It does provide opportuni-
ties for health improvement in Amer-
ica in an extraordinary way. 

We heard recently remarks by the 
head of the National Cancer Institute 
who described one form of leukemia 
that had been diagnosed, and that cer-
tain types of treatments cured 60 per-
cent of the leukemias and 40 percent 
were not cured; they didn’t know why. 
But after the human genome study, 
they found out there were actually two 
different kinds of leukemias, and the 
treatment served one and not another. 

A lot of good breakthroughs are on 
the horizon, I am convinced. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I 
will share a few remarks at this time 
about the rise in gasoline prices that 
are impacting American families. I re-
cently pumped the gas at a gas station 
in Alabama. I talked to a lot of people. 
I talked to a young lady who com-
muted 50 miles plus, every day, to go to 
college. She talked to me about work-
ing part-time and going to college, how 
much the gasoline prices were eating 
into her weekly budget, and what she 
was trying to do to keep those prices 
down. 

It does impact Americans. Gasoline 
increases hurt our Nation’s produc-
tivity. It is a transfer of wealth that 
could be spent on computers, edu-
cation, better equipment, shoes, food, 
housing, that has to be spent on a sub-
stance for which we previously had 
paid less. That is a diminishment of 

our national wealth. It is important 
and should not be treated lightly. 

Over a year ago, we had gasoline in 
many States, depending on the amount 
of tax those States imposed, selling at 
close to $1 a gallon. 

Senator HUTCHISON noted most of our 
gasoline comes from foreign sources. In 
fact, the Energy Information Agency 
reports that we are buying 56 percent 
of our oil on the world market. 

Just last year, we were buying oil at 
$10 a barrel, transporting it across the 
ocean, refining it, shipping it to gaso-
line stations and 7–11 type stores, for 
sale all over America. One could go 
down to a gas station and buy that gas-
oline for around $1 a gallon, and 40 
cents of that dollar was taxes. So the 
gas was actually 60 cents a gallon. 

People say the oil companies are all 
evil and horrible, but I think those 
numbers are pretty good. Madam Presi-
dent, 24 hours a day at virtually any 
town intersection in America, anyone 
could buy gasoline, if we take the tax 
off, for around 60 cents a gallon. That 
is a remarkable achievement. Go to the 
same gas station and buy a bottle of 
water; you will probably pay $3 or more 
a gallon. The little bottles of water 
cost 70, 80, 90 cents a bottle. Still there 
has been a remarkable increase in gas-
oline prices over the last 12 months. 

How did we go from $1 to $1.50, $1.60, 
$1.70, $1.80, and even $2 a gallon for gas-
oline? What happened? How did it hap-
pen? If we are going to set good policy, 
we ought to ask ourselves that ques-
tion. 

The main issue is that OPEC wanted 
more money. The oil-producing group, 
the cartel, so to speak—Middle East 
countries including Saudi Arabia along 
with Venezuela, and others —that over-
whelmingly supply the oil to meet 
world demand, got together and de-
cided they wanted more money. They 
made a political decision they were 
going to do certain things, as Senator 
DOMENICI said, to drive up the price of 
gasoline. The world economy was com-
ing up, so Asia was using more gaso-
line, other nations were using more 
gasoline. So they simply quit pro-
ducing as much. They reduced their 
production, and they didn’t cheat on 
one another. It actually worked. They 
created a worldwide shortage. 

The price for a barrel of gasoline, at 
$11 a year or so ago, rose to over $30 a 
barrel. It hovers around $30 a barrel 
now and is more than double today 
what it was last year at this time. That 
has driven up the cost of gasoline. 

First, we have to understand that. In 
addition, we are now in a summer vaca-
tion time cycle. People take their 
trips. We use more gasoline in the sum-
mer than at any other time. That is an-
other complication. Increased demand 
creates upward price pressure. 

There have been problems with pipe-
lines, and I don’t dispute that. Gasoline 
companies, pipeline companies, the dis-

tributors, and the people who actually 
run the gasoline stations, set the prices 
as they choose, some of those busi-
nesses are catching this rise and per-
haps trying to make a few extra cents. 
It does not surprise me that is the case. 

Fundamentally, we have a shortage 
of supply in this world. The OPEC na-
tions have done that through political 
action. It is very serious for our econ-
omy. There will be a negative impact 
on our Nation. 

How did that happen? When political 
activities occur, you can only respond, 
basically, politically. It seems to me, 
this administration has not been alert 
at all to the problems we are facing. 
The Clinton-Gore administration has 
not understood energy policy. It has ef-
fected a series of small steps, really no- 
growth extremist steps, that have de-
bilitated our own American oil and gas 
industry, leaving us more vulnerable to 
a determined OPEC cartel that de-
mands higher prices. That is basically 
what happened to us. 

How are we going to defeat that? It is 
going to really take political action to 
use our power against it. Frankly, 
there are some people in this country— 
most people who are sophisticated 
know this—who believe we ought to 
have higher gas prices. That is the 
Clinton-Gore Administration’s policy 
for America. They believe if gasoline 
prices go up, we will drive less, we will 
buy their kind of small cars, windmills 
will become more popular, solar panels 
will be more popular, and that kind of 
thing will happen. They believe we 
ought to have higher energy prices. 

I believe we ought to support alter-
native energy sources, but I do not be-
lieve we ought to be taxing American 
people to encourage them to alter their 
lifestyles, taking money out of their 
pockets, making them pay more money 
for gasoline for these agendas. I am 
concerned about that. 

With regard to how it is impacting 
America, I think it is a fairly simple 
matter. What is really happening in 
this country is we are paying 20 cents, 
30 cents, 40 cents more a gallon because 
of OPEC price increases. That is, in ef-
fect, a tax on American consumers by 
OPEC. In effect, when you go to the 
gasoline station and you buy a gallon 
of gas, if it is 10 cents, 20 cents, 30 
cents, 40 cents more because of their 
prices they are charging, we are paying 
them that much more. It is not an eco-
nomic thing; it is done by their polit-
ical monopoly cartel power because of 
our failure to produce energy domesti-
cally. 

We need to do better to produce more 
energy in this country. I have to say 
we have a policy in our Nation, by this 
administration, that is contrary to 
that idea. For example, if we are going 
to increase energy production in Amer-
ica, we need to promote production and 
exploration. One of the ways we could 
do this is to open up areas of federal 
land with proven oil reserves. 
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